PERFORMANCE PHILOSOPHY VOL 2 (2) (2017) contemporaneity' comes into play, one that can be felt in the confrontation with the alterity of antiquity. At stake here are not only specific modern interpretations of ancient drama, but also theoretical and aesthetic questions: how can one think the relation between theatre-which was long seen as an art of the present, or even of presence-and ideas of historical time? How do historical time and historical practices become part of the performance? And to what extent does the performance reveal itself as part of history?
To answer these questions, one must first recall the concept of time and history that the epic theatre attempted to interrupt. This is the idea of making-present (Vergegenwärtigung) that understands the performing of ancient Greek tragedy as the production of an overarching temporality in which universal and timeless truths are supposedly made manifest (discussed further in part 1 below). I would like to call to mind how difficult any departure from this concept is, as it has dominated the discourse on performing ancient Greek tragedy, at least since historicism, and has become-in its mixture of presence and myth-a sort of Leitkultur of classical theatre. In what follows, I shall analyse its temporal implications through a brief discussion of two staging traditions, the historicist and the vitalist, as well as through a reference to the historical hermeneutics of Hans-Georg Gadamer. The critique of this concept is the basis for the concept of 'tragedy as caesura' formulated in the writings on tragedy of Hölderlin and Benjamin, which, after Brecht's Antigonemodell (1948) , has also become part of the theatre from a practical-experimental point of view. I shall argue that this concept can be considered as the determining background against which Brecht's understanding of tragedy develops, and which continues to be in effect in ongoing attempts to deal with tragedy today.
Contrary to this, in the concept of the 'tragedy of the caesura', a critical theatre can only grow out of the ruptures between past and present (see part 2). I shall trace what this concept of 'tragedy as caesura' means for the work on ancient tragedy in the theatre (see part 3). Crucial in this context is Brecht' s work on Sophocles' Antigone, which he developed in Swiss exile in 1948, and which raises the question of whether historicisation is a fruitful practice for a political theatre (see 3.1). From here, the conditions for a critical concept of history in the theatre emerge, which uncovers historical continuities by questioning the extent to which they can be attacked or changed. Consequently, Brecht's disciples could not adopt his concepts unquestioningly. Instead, they examine aspects that Brecht with his rationalistic approach underestimates; and in doing so they drew on tragedy as a primary material. From the mid-1980s to his death in 2001, the East-German-born theatre maker Einar Schleef used ancient Greek tragedy to reflect on the history of the collective by exploring the aporias of the ancient chorus on stage (see 3.2). Elsewhere, the Bulgarian director Dimiter Gotscheff (1943 Gotscheff ( -2013 considered his numerous stagings of classical drama as scenic experiments to work on techniques of estrangement (Verfremdung). In this way, he was able to explore the mediality of language and the body in order to transform tragedy into an endgame of history (see 3.3). In these works, the question of the caesura in tragedy, which in both Schleef and Gotscheff can be considered as a continuation of a Brechtian approach, is clearly altered. While in Brecht's thought, the caesura was still partly linked to teleology, in the work of Schleef and Gotscheff, it refers to what is repressed in (epic) tradition and in constructions of a homogenous history. PERFORMANCE PHILOSOPHY VOL 2 (2) (2017)
1) Problems of Making-Present (Vergegenwärtigung)
If one concerns oneself with questions of historicity and attempts to make a critical theatre with ancient tragedy, a problem one immediately faces is the legacy of associating ancient tragedy with claims to the universal and timeless. In this connection, one should recall two points of departure at the beginning of modern theatre-both of which are still prevalent today. The first is the historicist approach, which aims to frame the staging of ancient drama as an educational journey to the past. The most important early example of this tendency took place in Germany in 1841.
This was the famous staging of Antigone in Potsdam in a scenic arrangement by Ludwig Tieck and with a stage composition by Felix Mendelssohn. The only previous performance of Antigone in Such general claims are also made by the discourses and stagings of the second tendency, which also aims at the timeless and universal. I call this the vitalist tendency; its goal is to radically transport the ancient drama into the present of the performance. One of the founding fathers of this tendency was Max Reinhardt, who announced his emphatic vision in 1901. According to Reinhardt, 'One has to perform the classics [...] as if they were poets of today, their works lives of today' (Reinhardt [1901 (Reinhardt [ ] 1974 . Reinhardt staged the tragedies Oedipus (1910) and The Oresteia (1911 and 1919) in Berlin and Munich, and, with his forceful mass choruses, established an archaic style that sought to overpower the senses.
In the intoxicating experience of the theatre, the construction of history remains unreflected. 2 Accordingly, both approaches-historicist and vitalist-sought to harmonise the horizons of the past and the present in order to celebrate a claim to the universally human in the classical works.
Walter Benjamin responded to this ironically by describing it as a romantic 'hunt for false riches' (Benjamin 1991, 581) , an assimilation of the past that does not lead to critical historical work.
This popular claim to the universal and timeless, which is still prevalent in the modern theatre world, can also be observed in the more elaborated ideas of philosophical hermeneutics that attempt to conceptualise the problem of confronting temporal distances. In his major work Truth and Method (1960), Hans-Georg Gadamer underlines how, as an essential condition of understanding, the individual interpreter must first of all distance him-or herself from the present: PERFORMANCE PHILOSOPHY VOL 2 (2) (2017)
The hermeneutic task consists in not covering up this tension [between the past object and the present position] by attempting a naive assimilation of the two but in consciously enforcing it. This is why it is part of the hermeneutic approach to project a historical horizon that is different from the horizon of the present. (Gadamer [1960 (Gadamer [ ] 2006 On the one hand, this foreign horizon helps one to relativise one's own time. To 'think historicity' means in this sense to overcome the time-bound and allow oneself to be questioned through the horizon of the other. On the other hand, it gives rise to the question of the extent to which it is possible with Gadamerian hermeneutics to encounter this 'other' (for instance, in the form of historically distant theatre concepts or texts) in its foreignness or to preserve its singularity. This question is important because the hermeneutic process, according to Gadamer, should be understood as a 'fusion of these horizons supposedly existing by themselves' (305, my emphasis):
When our historical consciousness transposes itself into historical horizons, this does not entail passing into alien worlds unconnected in any way with our own; instead they together constitute the one great horizon that moves from within and that, beyond the frontiers of the present, embraces the historical depths of our self-consciousness. (303) This constantly shifting fusing of horizons brings about 'the rising to a higher universality '. According to such an argument, the fusing of the horizons under the sign of the classical works should yield a truth. It is due to the 'presiding of tradition', in which 'old and new repeatedly come together in a living validity ' (305) . Hence, this phenomenological fusing of subject and object is in tension with a critical thinking of historical distance. Thus, with regard to current engagements with classical dramas, some observations must be made.
Gadamer overlooks what Foucault would describe soon afterwards as the struggle over historically marked concepts, rules and institutions: that each effective history must also be understood as a history of specific interests and ideologies. Foucault considers any attempt to conceive history as a process of recognition, identity and truth as misguided. Instead of reflecting on the legacies and affiliations with which a claim to unity and coherence was traditionally asserted, historical work, according to Foucault, should shake secure foundations and uncover heterogeneous identities.
Furthermore, historical work is significant if it 'places within a process of development everything considered immortal in man' (Foucault 1984, 87) . In Gadamer's theory, however, the possibility of a critical distance to tradition is hardly thought, a point that Gadamer partially concedes in a moment of self-criticism: 'Here constantly arises the danger of "appropriating" the other in one's own understanding and thereby failing to recognize his or her otherness' (Gadamer [1960 (Gadamer [ ] 2006 . These weak points of traditional hermeneutics make it necessary to (re-)consider different dramaturgical and temporal concepts when working on ancient Greek tragedy. PERFORMANCE PHILOSOPHY VOL 2 (2) (2017) 2) Tragedy and Caesura (Hölderlin, Benjamin) Of central importance in this context are the theatre projects that begin by doubting whether Greek tragedy in the modern period can be integrated into the horizon of the present, or, indeed, whether it can even be staged at all. This history of the unstageability of ancient tragedy is, in my view, more instructive than any account of a successful staging. In the former case, attention is shifted to aspects of ancient theatre and Greek tragedy that cannot be accommodated into bourgeois theatre, and have therefore been forgotten or rejected: aspects such as the chorus, the lack of psychological interiority and the dimension of violence in ancient tragedy. (Benjamin [1940 (Benjamin [ ] 2003 . Accordingly, the horizons of the past and present cannot be reconciled. The present, which according to Benjamin is won from this historical work, is not a self-contained presence; rather, the creation of a historical constellation brings about a split in the present-it creates a 'now-time' (Jetztzeit), which opens itself to an other.
From this point of view, ancient tragedy is particularly well suited to reflect on the modern concept of history as an interruption in the continuum. Indeed, tragedy itself has frequently been described as an interruption: of the ruling powers of fate, of the dramatic development, or even of the aesthetic. This point of view has existed especially since Hölderlin's thoughts on the 'caesura' in tragedy, which he published in 1804 in his remarks on Antigone and Oedipus that appeared alongside his translations of these works. His remarks on the caesura initially refer to what he calls 'tragic transport', the flow between speech and counter-speech. This makes a rupture necessary:
Thereby, in the rhythmic sequence of the representations wherein transport presents itself, there becomes necessary what in poetic meter is called caesura, the pure word, the counter-rhythmic rupture; namely, in order to meet the onrushing change of representations at its highest point in such a manner that very soon there does not appear the change of representation but the representation itself. (Hölderlin [1804 (Hölderlin [ ] 1998a Hölderlin [1804 Hölderlin [ ] 1999a The caesura is first of all a poetic category. Unlike the constant rhythm of a forward movement leading to a goal, the caesura gives rise to a discontinuity. It explodes the 'onrushing change of representations' and opens up the representation beyond the regular and the calculable. 4
But what does Hölderlin mean when he writes, 'there does not appear the change of representation but the representation itself'? In order to answer this question, it is necessary first of all to consider the epistemic dimension of tragedy. In tragedy, man is made to confront the limits PERFORMANCE PHILOSOPHY VOL 2 (2) (2017) of his agency. Oedipus, for example, is made to experience great suffering because he disregards the limits of his knowledge and attempts to become an equal of God-even to become a god himself. This false fusion of the human and the divine, which Hölderlin interprets as the 'hubris of immediacy', is suspended in the tragic process insofar as man is made to encounter mediacy. This is carried out through the 'pure word', through a language that is pure to the extent that it represents nothing-for instance, through the lament that cannot adequately express pain, but which can be considered as a sign of this inexpressibility.
At the same time, this tragic disturbance is more than a rupture. Hölderlin understands it as a 'reversal of all modes and forms of representation' (Hölderlin 1988b, 114; Hölderlin 1999b, 419) .
Rather than pointing to a determinable goal, however, this reversal produces a new temporality, one in which-according to Hölderlin' s elegant formulation-'beginning and end can simply no longer rhyme with each other' (Hölderlin 1998a, 108; 'Anfang und Ende sich [...] schlechterdings nicht reimen läßt ', Hölderlin 1999b, 258) . Hence, man 'can no longer place himself in the transition between past and future' (Lemke 2002, 65) .
In this sense, the reversal carried out in tragedy is not a realisation of something new; rather, it is characterised by a double reference that, as Samuel Weber (2016) has shown, becomes visible as the 'counter-'. The caesura as a 'counter-rhythmic rupture' does not simply carry out a disengagement; it becomes operative only through the reference to what it wants to interrupt. In the case of Oedipus, this rupture-according to Hölderlin' s dramaturgical analysis-is brought about through Tiresias, who tells the tyrant about his mythic prehistory. Hence, the caesura turns simultaneously towards and away from the curse-that is, it recalls the mythical boundedness that reveals to man his limits, and it allows him to think critically about the consequences.
In this article, there is not room to provide a detailed analysis of how Benjamin took up Hölderlin's concept of the caesura. I shall therefore limit myself to a brief mention of his essay Goethe's Elective Affinities (1919 -1922 , with which Benjamin opposes the 'ideology' of an artwork that 'brings forth a world from nothingness' (Benjamin 2003, 340) . Drawing on Hölderlin' (Benjamin 2003, 203) . In tragedy, myth is represented, or better repeated; within this repetition, however, a difference arises, so that tragic drama is simultaneously both representation and revision. As a result, tragedy is no longer associated with the universal and timeless, but becomes part of an open historical process, and, furthermore, questions the possibility of historicity. PERFORMANCE PHILOSOPHY VOL 2 (2) (2017)
3) Caesura in Theatre
In this way, the conditions are named with which ancient tragedy contests a world of fateful violence and articulates itself as an interface in the transition between times, while simultaneously reflecting on this historical caesura. Hence, the analyses of the tragic and tragedy in Hölderlin and With this project on ancient drama Brecht was working on a theatre of caesura in the sense discussed above. This is obvious not only by the particular mode of rupture or estrangement he makes use of here, but also by the trans-historical continuities he makes us aware of. This becomes clear in Brecht's way of using the ancient texts-and the contrast to his early notion of 'material value' (Materialwert). In the 1920s, Brecht experimented with classical works, and thereby cultivated the discourse of their material value: one should cannibalise (ausschlachten) historical texts like old
cars to see what can still be put to use for the construction of a new art and society (Brecht 1992, 21:164) . With the emergence of fascism, his dramaturgy undergoes a clear transformation. He now focuses on the constraints complicating the possibility of change. In Brecht's Hegelian formulation:
'It is recognised that one cannot simply leap over earlier phases [...] . The new exists, but it is only born out of the struggle with the old, not without it, not in a void' (Brecht 1992, 22.1:488-489 ; the quote comes from notes that were presumably written in 1938). Tragedy is the place in which Brecht' s Marxist belief that the world can be changed is challenged.
In his dramaturgical treatment of Antigone, Brecht changed the source of motivation and removed all elements that allowed the action to appear as destiny or fate. According to his basic principle, PERFORMANCE PHILOSOPHY VOL 2 (2) (2017) 'Man's fate is man' (Brecht 1968, 15:259) . The gods have been replaced by socioeconomic conditions that can be criticised and changed: Creon wages war to attain material resources; Polynices is suspected of desertion and killed by Creon; Creon, who is also addressed as Führer, attempts finally to maintain his rule by terror until the whole of Thebes is destroyed.
In all this, there are clear analogies to the Nazi period, whereby Brecht makes the action applicable to the situation of the time. Interestingly, however, he understood 'analogies to the present' as being 'generally disadvantageous' (Brecht 1968, 15:75) . Antigone, 'the great figure of resistance in the ancient drama [,] does not represent the fighters of the German resistance' (Brecht 1968, 15: If one looks at the press response to Brecht's 1948 staging of Antigone, one notices how few of Brecht's intentions were understood by the critics. Nevertheless, there are clear signs that the analogy between barbaric antiquity and the present was decoded. One critic commented on the symbolic effect of the 'columns of war' demarcating the performance area as follows: 'We people of the twentieth century have ethically not come a single step further; our lives more than ever are played out between these columns of war' ('Antigone' [1948 ('Antigone' [ ] 1988 . But in the same review the critic also notes that the archaic barbarism symbolises 'a bitter and undeniable truth: namely, the deep tragedy of humanity as a whole', the 'eternally true primordial law of humanity ' (199f) . As right as it is that Brecht was interested in the representation of human laws, it went against his intentions when these were seen as necessary. Nevertheless, a dialectical tension between antiquity/present and the performance (or with regard to the antiquity of our times, its barbarism), which Brecht was aiming for in his staging, was clearly not detected by reviewers. And this makes it necessary to reflect more deeply on the idea of an epic mode of representation, on Gestus, on techniques of presence that is strongly characterized by moments of absence. On the one hand, the physicality of the chorus was emphasized by their running up and down the raised walkway close to the audience; on the other, the chorus subverted the power of the audience's gaze by performing in darkness or behind the audience, or huddling on the floor. In this way, the performance of the chorus avoided assuming a visual form and could not be fixed as an image. The particularly strong impact resulted from the fact that the chorus could not be classified as either historical or fictitious.
Thus, the strangeness of the pathetic utterances could not be tied down to a specific source; the unleashed affect went beyond any link to the dramatic context or a specific group, and to some extent became an urgent concern for now and for everybody.
Perhaps the simplest response to this situation for many critics was an accusation of fascism. Many reviewers related the Dionysian energy of the chorus to the collective violence of history, which even led some to call for censorship (see 'Körperlich geschunden' 1986) . Indeed, the production was withdrawn after only a few performances. And although it is possible to show in detail how these associations miss the point, they nevertheless bring to light an important dimension 'Tragedy is left empty-handed. Its path rejects the consolation that is a deferral. It transports nothingness, the possible beginning' (Müller 2005, 267) . This idea of tragedy as the opening up of an emptiness, a nothingness, is related to Hölderlin's understanding of tragedy in which 'the tragic transport is actually empty', since 'very soon there does not appear the change of representation but the representation itself' (Hölderlin 1988b, 102) : that is, the caesura.
In this sense, Gotscheff's staging of The Persians can be understood as an endgame. It aims to bring the eternal recurrence of the same to an end, whereby drama and history are dismantled into their component parts. For Foucault, the sens historique strives to undermine everything that appears necessary and unchangeable; it 'places within a process of development everything considered immortal in man' (Foucault 1984, 87) . Foucault understands this historical sense as a question of the physiology of history. Hence, Gotscheff's The Persians should be understood as a recourse to such a sens historique-to the actor-bodies that withdraw from embodiment and make other uses of their bodies thinkable; to the material of language that disintegrates during the process of articulation and can thus be heard differently; to the time in which history can take place.
These considerations on Brecht's failed historicisation, Schleef's tragedy of the collective, and
Gotscheff's ghostly emptiness of tragedy have developed aspects of a theatre of caesura. The examples can be distinguished from practices of Vergegenwärtigung (making-present) above all PERFORMANCE PHILOSOPHY VOL 2 (2) (2017) through what Maurice Blanchot, Jean-Luc Nancy and others have called désoeuvrement ('unworking' or inoperativity), which means that no closed formal solutions are manifested. Paradoxically, one can only do justice to the work when it is not set to work. In this sense, Hölderlin and Benjamin both conceive of tragedy as an incisive event that undermines the established order, but without, however, arriving at a new one. When Benjamin draws on Franz Rosenzweig's conception of silence in tragedy, he points to a force of contradiction that does not have a language at its disposal in which it could articulate itself. Similarly, in his Antigonemodell, Brecht stresses that the study of this book should be directed primarily towards the experiment and the attempt (Brecht 1968, vol. 25, 81) . The historical thought resulting from the encounter with ancient Greek tragedy can be understood in this sense as one of the central conditions for the critical function of the theatre since the 1960s. At the same time, the theatre of caesura brings to light what is overlooked when the horizons of past and present are fused: for Schleef the collective force; for Gotscheff the actorbodies that withdraw from embodiment, and the material of disintegrated language.
Translated by Benjamin Carter

